The Urbanization Deflator of the GNP, 1919-1984: Reply Robert Whaples' comment [3] should be quite interesting for two types of readers. Those interested in the historical consequences of the ever growing extent of urban disamenities in the U.S. will find in this study an attempt to replace an extrapolation based on current data with an estimate based on actual historical data. Those interested in the computational technique of estimating the overall impact of urban disamenities-i.e., the urban deflator of the GNP-will also find in Whaples' comment an important corroboration to the method of estimation and extrapolation developed by Clark, Kahn, and Ofek [1] . By far more interesting to the general reader, though, is an intriguing conjecture proposed by the author which seems to depart from the approach taken by earlier studies. Implicit in some of the earlier studies (e.g., Nordhaus and Tobin [2] , or Clark, Kahn and Ofek [1] ) is a working assumption that attributes the bulk of the growing urban disamenity to two trends: population redistribution from nonurban to urban areas, and the tendency of small cities to grow larger. Whaples, in contrast, attributes major importance to historical changes in the very nature of the overall urban disamenity. Specifically, if we correctly understand the argument, the urban disamenity is said to grow systematically more intense over the course of time regardless of city size. Put differently, according to this conjecture cities of given size are less livable now than at the beginning of the century. We shall eventually take issue with this conjecture, but first we need to inquire into the empirical foundation over which it has been established.
Whaples' argument relies on a discrepancy, or seeming discrepancy, between our extrapolation of a 4.6 percent deflator for 1920 (based in part on current data) and his own estimates (based entirely on historical data) that average about 2.1 percent for 1919. Ruling out statistical errors, one can explain the difference between the initial extrapolation and the subsequent estimate in two possible ways. Whaples, for instance, ascribes the bulk of the discrepancy to the rising magnitude of the urban disamenity (holding city size constant) over the 60 years that elapsed between 1919 and 1980. Alternatively, one can ascribe the discrepancy-in full or in part-to differences in data and specification. To ascertain the validity of Whaples' argument one should thus try to trace the discrepancy to its most probable sources: a task undertaken in what follows. Incidently, in doing so we will also show that the new estimate does not detract from the power of the original extrapolation, but rather reinforces it.
While using the same general method, the actual procedure of estimation used by Whaples differs from ours in two major details necessitated by deficiencies in the data available for 1919.
Lack of disaggregated observations compelled the investigator to base his estimates of earning functions on grouped (city average) data rather than on individual observations. Then, lack of sufficient variation in the grouped data compelled him to resort to quadratic rather than cubic specification. Such deviations in the procedure of estimation are bound to lead to some discrepan- Table II . These include our original estimate (using a cubic specification over individual observa tions), an estimate compatible with that of Whaples (using a quadratic specification over grouped data), and an intermediate case (using a quadratic specification over individual observations). In addition, Table II Unfortunately, properly interpreted, the findings seem to lend little or no support to Whaples' challenge of the hypothesis concerning the temporal intensification of the urban disamenity. Trac ing the discrepancy to its sources (1.0 percent to the use of quadratic rather than cubic estimation and 1.5 percent to the use of grouped rather than individual observations) leaves at best 0.5 percent to support that hypothesis ( 
